REMARKS 

REJECTION UNDER 35 USC 103 

Claims 1-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Merrill (USP 5377760) in view of Messenger (USP 4579668) or Parsons (USP 21 19829) 
further in view of Clampitt et al. (USP 3845822). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

It is respectfully noted by applicant, that the issue, is whether the prior art teaches 
to include the reinforcing material in a dry mixture of the polymer components. 

The Office actions cites Clampitt in col. 8, lines 21-25 as suggesting to one of 
ordinary art to prepare a dry mixture. Yes, applicant readily agrees that Clampitt at col. 8, 
lines 21-25 teaches a "dry mixture," but only of the gel materials (i.e., cellulose ether, 
metal containing compounds, and reducing agent), but does not disclose nor teach that 
any reinforcing material is included in that dry mixture. 

Clampitt does teach to add the reinforcing material "as an aqueous slurry" (i.e., not 
dry), or in the dry state to a base solution of the cellulose ether (i.e, dry reinforcing 
maeterial to an already "liquid" stream... again, not dry). See, Clampitt, at col. 13, lines 
49-59. In fact, Clampitt even teaches to "It will usually be preferred to add the finely 
divided solid material last" (col. 13, lines 56-61). So, not only does Clampitt not disclose 
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the addition of dry reinforcing material to the dry mixture of the gel materials, Clampitt 
actually teaching away from such. 



The Board has addressed the "dry mixture" issue in two issued patents . It is 
respectfully noted, in both U.S. Patent Nos. 6,750,179 and 6,716,798 (both claiming 
priority back to October 31, 1997 as does this present application), the Board of Appeals 
addressed this "dry mixture issue." In short, the Board found that the rejection 

lackfedj an explanation of how one of ordinary skill in the art would have had a 
reasonable expectation of success that no substantial difference in effect would 
occur if one of ordinary skill in the art would have added the sand in [the prior art 
reference] prior to the formation of the gel (i.e., prior to activation with an 
aqueous solvent) versus after formation of the gel. 

See Board Decision on 09/307,544, at page 3, attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Prior remarks made by applicant regarding Evolution of the Art, Lack of 
Motivation; and Teaching Away are incorporated herein. 
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If it would be of assistance in resolving any issues in this application, the 
Examiner is kindly invited to contact applicants' attorney Mark Gilbreth at (713) 667- 
1200, or, in his absence, Dr. Mary Gilbreth, Agent. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: December 10. 2007 




Registration No. 33,388 
Attorney for Applicants 



Gilbreth & Associates, P.C. 
P.O. Box 2428 
Bellaire, TX 77402-2428 
T(713) 667-1200 
F (713) 667-4424 



X:\Clients\MandD\16DCl\ROA2.wpd 



8 



Express Mail Label No. EV 291 455 526 US 



EXHIBIT A 
BOARD DECISION IN 09/307,544 
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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today xas- 
not written for publication and is not precedent of the BoarcT 

Paper No. 26 
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Application No. 09/307,544 



HEARD: June 10, 2003 



Before WALTZ, TIMM and PAWLIKOWSKI, Administrative Patent 
Judges . 

PAWLIKOWSKI, Administrative Patent Judge . 



DECISION ON APPEAL 

This is an appeal from the final rejection of claims 1-13. 
Claims 14-33 have been cancelled. A copy of each of claims 1-13 
is set forth in the attached appendix. 
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Claims 1, 2, and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being obvious over Sydansk in view of Githens. 

Claims 1-4, and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being obvious over Merrill and Githens. 

Claims 1, 2, and 5-13 stand rejected 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being unpatentable of House in view of Horner and Githens. 

Claims 1-13 stand provisionally rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
as being unpatentable over claims 1-10 of co-pending Application 
No. 09/296,217 in view of Sydansk, or over claims 1-10 of co- 
pending Application No. 09/296,216 in view of Sydansk. 

The examiner relies upon the following references as 
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unpatentability: 
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OPINION 

The common issue' among all of the 35 U.S.C. § 103 
rejections is whether the examiner has provided a proper factual 
foundation supporting her conclusion that one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have expected that the addition of inert solids 
(for example, sand) , before activation with water, rather than 
after activation with water, would provide no substantial 
difference in results. (Answer, page 14.) 

We note that the prior art can be modified or combined to 
reject claims as prima facie obvious as long as one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have had a reasonable expectation of 
success. In re Merck & Co., Inc. , 800 F.2d 1091, 1097, 231 USPQ 
375, 379 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Here, the examiner's rejection 
lacks an explanation of how one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have had a reasonable expectation of success that no 
substantial difference in effect would occur if one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have added the sand in Sydansk prior to 
formation of the gel (i.e., prior to activation with an aqueous 
solvent) versus after formation of the gel. On page 14 of the 
Answer, the examiner states "the addition of inert solids, i.e. 
sand, would have no effect on the cross linking composition and 
gelling agent." Yet, the examiner does not. provide facts on the 
record to support this as knowledge possessed at the time of 
invention by one of ordinary skill in the art. Due to this lack 
of factual foundation, we reverse each of the 35 U.S.C. § 103 
re j ections . 
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With regard to the provisional obviousness-type double 
patenting rejections of claims 1-13 over claims 1-10 of 
09/296,217 and over claims 1-10 of co-pending application 
09/296,216, in view of Sydansk, the examiner correctly indicates 
at the bottom of page 4 and the top of page 5 of the Answer, 
that appellant's brief does not contain an argument which 
specifies errors regarding these provisional rejections. Hence, 
we affirm each of these rejections. 

Other Issues 

Upon return of this application to the jurisdiction of the 
examiner, we ask the examiner to review the following patents 
regarding the issue of obvious-type double patenting, and to 
make of record that such review was conducted: 

1. Burts, Jr., Published Jan. 25, 2000, 6, 016, 879; 

2. Burts, Jr., Published Jan, 25, 2000, 6,016,871; 

3. Burts, Jr., Published Aug. 8, 2000, 6,098,712; and 

4. Burts, Jr., Published Aug. 15, 2000, 6,102,121. 

CONCLUSION 

Each of the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections is reversed. 

Each of the provisional rejections under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double 'patenting is 
affirmed. 
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No time period for taking any subsequent action in 
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR § 
1 . 136 (a) . 



AFFIRMED 




THOMAS A. WALTZ c — / 
Administrative Patent Judge 




CATHERINE TIMM 
Administrative Patent Judge 



BOARD OF PATENT 
APPEALS AND 
INTERFERENCES 



BEVERLY A. PAWLIKOWSKI 
Administrative Patent Judge 



BAP/sld 
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J.M (MARK) GILBRETH 
GILBRETH & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
P.O. BOX 2428 
BELLAIRE, TX 77402-2428 
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APPENDIX 



1. A well plug additive comprising a dry mixture of a water 
soluble crosslinking polymer, a crosslinking agent, and a 
reinforcing material selected from among fibers and comminuted 
plant materials. 

2. The additive of claim 1 wherein the polymer is an a 
carboxylate-containing polymer and the crosslinking agent is a 
chromic carboxylate complex. 

3. The additive of claim 2 wherein the reinforcing material 
comprises hydrophilic and hydrophobic fibers. 

4. The additive of claim 3 wherein the hydrophobic fibers 
comprise at least one selected from the group of hydrophobic 
fibers consisting essentially of nylon, rayon, and hydrocarbon 
fibers, and wherein the hydrophilic fibers comprise at least one 
selected from the group of hydrophilic fibers consisting 
essentially of glass, cellulose, carbon, silicon, graphite, 
calcined petroleum coke, and cotton fibers. 

5. The additive of claim 2 wherein the reinforcing material 
comprises comminuted plant material. 

6. The additive of claim 5 wherein the reinforcing material 
comprises at least one comminuted material selected from the 
group of comminuted plant materials consisting essentially of 
nut and seed shells or hulls of almond, brazil, cocoa bean, 
coconut, cotton, flax, grass, linseed, maize, millet, oat, 
leachy, peanut, rice, rye, soybean, sunflower, walnut, and 
wheat; rice tips; rice straw, rice bran; crude pectate pulp; 
peat moss fibers; flax; cotton; cotton linters; wool; sugar 
cane; paper; bagasse; bamboo; corn stalks; sawdust; wood; bark;' 
straw; cork; dehydrated vegetable matter; whole ground corn 
cobs; corn cob light density pith core; corn sob ground woody 
ring portion; corn cob chaff portion; cotton seed stems; flax 
stems; wheat stems; sunflower seed stems; soybean stems; maize 
stems; rye grass stems; millet stems; and mixtures thereof. 

7. The additive of claim 2 wherein the polymer is a partially 
hydrolyzed polyacrylamide . 
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8. The additive of claim 7 wherein the reinforcing material is 
a comminuted material selected from among comminuted materials 
derived from peanuts, wood, paper any portion of rice seed or 
plant, any portion of corn cobs, and mixtures thereof. 

9. The additive of claim 8 wherein the additive further 
includes cellophane, and wherein the reinforcing material is a 
comminuted material selected from among mixtures of comminuted 
rice fraction and peanut hulls; mixtures of comminuted rice 
fraction, and wood fiber or almond hulls; mixtures of comminuted 
rice fraction and corn cob fraction; and mixtures of comminuted 
rice fraction and corn cob fraction and at least one of wood 
fiber, nut shells, and paper. 

10. The additive of claim 9 wherein the reinforcing material 
comprises comminuted mixture of rice fraction, corn cob pith and 
cha'ff, cedar fiber, nut shells, and paper. 

11. A method of forming a well plug fluid comprising: 

(a) providing a well plug additive comprising a dry 
mixture of water soluble crosslinking polymer, a crosslinking 
agent, and a reinforcing material selected from among fibers and 
comminuted plant materials; and 

(b) contacting the well plug additive with water or an 
aqueous solution to form the well plug fluid. 

12. The method of claim 11 wherein the polymer is a partially 
hydrolyzed polyacrylamide, the crosslinking agent is a chromic 
carboxylate complex, wherein the additive further includes 
cellophane, and wherein the reinforcing material is a comminuted 
material selected from among mixtures of comminuted rice 
fraction and peanut hulls; mixtures of comminuted rice fraction, 
and wood fiber or almond hulls;' mixtures of comminuted rice 
fraction and corn cob fraction and at least one of wood fiber, 
nut shells, and paper. 

13. The additive of claim 12 wherein the reinforcing material' 
comprises comminuted mixture of rice fraction, corn cob pith and 
chaff, cedar fiber, nut shells, and paper. 
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